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A PORT OF PORTLAND

November 12, 2001

Mr. Rodney Struck

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
20 8400

__ Porlland, Oregon 97201

Subject: Marine Terminal 1 South
Resporise to Review Comments on Risk Assessment Work Plan

ECSIFile No. 2042

Dear Mr._Struck:

The Port of Portland (Port) has prepared the following response to the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) review comments on the Marine Terminal 1 (T1) South Risk
Assessment Work Plan, as documented in your letter dated October 25, 2001. The Port's
response to DEQ's specific comments {in italics) are summarized below.

DEQ Specific Comments

1) PaqeLSecﬂonlJiamLanMSecﬂoanb&locahty of-the_facility-should-be
ulls_of the_recent

groundwater monitoring well installation and sampling. The locality of facility may need to
include the Willamette River including sediments if contamination has migrated or may
potent/ally migrate there

—-R_g_sms_?‘*—'rhe Portw;lkmcorpmte#hmsuﬂsnfﬁtewcent‘gmundwatamtonngﬂn—

defining the Iocallty of the facility.

— 2)Page 5, Section 2.4. The Risk Assessment should.include_the results of the recently S
o o~ ot ton '
’ Response: As stated in Section 3.1.2 of the work plan, the risk assessment will inciude the "
results of the recently implemented groundwater monitoring program.

3y P: tai as
stafed in Section 3. 1, then a separate screening procedures needs to occur for each area.

Site wide screening is nol appropriate. This may lead to different contaminants of concem for
‘each-area- oLconcem-anch;fferent_exposure point-concentrations.

Response: The Port will conduct separate risk screenings for each area of concern at this
site.

4) Page 5, Section 2.5. Exposure point concentrations developed for screening need fo

——mcfuderalravaflab/erdataﬁtttfhrsﬁme—DE(’frhaswotTetfewed‘anpvﬂ‘dowmewtrng
groundwater monitoring well installation or the results of the September 2000 groundwater
samplmg event It should be racogmzed that the R:sk Assessment might require revision
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Response: See Comment Response'#z. A groundwater monitoring well installa}ion and

rHs-being-prepared-t

groundwater monitoring-event and-will be-submitted-to-DEQ.-

5) Page 7, 4° Paragraph. DEQ’s comments on the Remedial Investigation (RI) report (L etter
from DEQ data July 26, 2001) stated "The presence of Bis(2-ethlhex: /
site groundwaler should be evaluated using data from groundwater monitoring wells. Data

lected from on=site monitoring wells should be used to assess if DEHP is a contaminant of
potential concern.” DEHP is a significant contaminant in Willamette River sediments, which
calls into question the assumption that its presence is attributable solely to laboratory

————contamination— DEHP shetld be-considered-a-contaminant-of-concernunfessdatafs

———presented that clearly.documents that it is-a-laboratory-contaminant: _
Response: DEHP previously detected in screening level groundwater samples was not

detected in monitoring well counterparts su?gestinq that the source of DEHP detected during.
screening level groundwater sampling was from either laboratory and/or equipment

— —contamination.” Therefore, it does not appear that further analysis for DEHP is warranted.
6) Page 9, Areas of Concern (AOC). The basis for delineating the three AOCs should be

Xposure-units-fer-areas-of concern-shoufd-consider contamimant distribution

and/or the_futy ite- lan-indicates-that-the-three-exposture—
units are based on future development of the site, which is appropriate. However, supportive
information needs to be provided to support the divisions. Present site development plans if
available. - If the three areas of concern are to be divided further by deve i
appropnate 1o divide the site info more than three exposure units given the contaminant

distribution:

Response: The three areas of concern were selected for this site based on contaminant

site-identified-as-having-petroleum-contaminated soits during the
opment plans_forthe site- i
plan and cover all of the areas of contaminated soil identified in the RI. A preliminary major
land division site plan is included as an attachment. :

7) Page 13, Saction 3.2.3, Paragraph 3. Lead screening should be based on 400 mg/kq for

residential and 750 mg/kg for commercial 7 occupational worker. DEQ’s 1999 Risk Based
Concentrations have not been updated to reflect the 2000 change in the lead screening PRG,
which was updated to protect pregnant women that potentially could be exposed in the

—  Workplace-

Response: The meaning of this comment is unclear. The comment states that “DEQ’s 1939
Risk Based Concentrations (RBCs) have not been updated” and we have presented the 1999

Lead Soil RBCs in the work plan. We are willing to use the appropriate lead soil RBCs.as
recommended by DEQ. -

8) Page 15, Section 3.2.4. Because TPH cannot be evaluated quantitatively, it should be
evaluated quantitatively in the risk assessment. In addition, TPH would be considerad a

:
—  _contarminantof concern:

Response: The Port will present a qualitative evaluation of TPH levels present at this site.
9) Page 16, Section 3.3.2. RBC Method. In ' - >

equation should include the body weight and incidental ingestion rate for a child.instead.of an

adult (equation A_10'in Guidance for Conduct of Deterministic Human Health Risk
Assessments, DEQ1998). . i
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Response: The work plan proposes that, for non- carcmogenlc effects, the soil ingestion,
——ﬁemarcomcrwmrsmkandmhatahonnfpaﬂmﬂatewan&voiatﬂesfmm surfacesonrpathmruyb

———will be-evaluated-based-on-child-exposure-assumptions-(see-Section-3:3-1-Intake-Method)-

Additionally, the work plan proposes that the non-carcinogenic effects associated with the

inhalation of volatiles that have migrated from in-situ subsurface soil and groundwater will be

evaluated based on adult exposure assumptions (see Section 3.3.2 RBC Method). Therefore,

the total non-carcinogenic hazard estimate for all exposure pathways would be sum of

pathway-specific hazard estimates based on a combination of child and aduilt exposure

estimates. The use of child-based exposures for some exposure pathways and aduit-based

exposure pathways is conservative (i.e., the receptor with the highest intake rate is used for
———memmwmnmgconsmmmmamgﬁﬁw——

———guidance—Hart Crowser has discussed-this-issue-with-Mr-Mike-Poulson-of BEQ-who-sta
that the methodology presented in the work plan is consistent with standard DEQ risk
assessment practices. Mr. Poulson also stated that evaluating the inhalation pathway based
on_adults_is_only slightly more conservative that basing the evaluation on children and that the
resulting total non-carcinogenic hazard estimates based on the methodology presented in the
work plan would only be slightly higher than'if the hazard estimate was based on chlldren
exclusively.

—10)-Page-18, Ecological Risk-Evaluation.—The-Levef-Ecological-Risk-Assessment ——— - ———
——{ERA)-must-address-petential-contaminant- migration-to the Willamette River-including— —— ——— -
overland transport, storm water runoff, free phase product-migration, direct release,
and/ or groundwater contaminant m:gratlon Potential risks to ecologfcal receptors
(i.e.,_sediments and surface water receptors) associated with potential contaminant
migration from the site to Willamette River sediments and surface water, if any, must
be identifted and addressed. Also, please define a “modified” Level 2 Screening ERA.

Response: The Port will conduct the Level 1 Scoping in accordance with DEQ guidelines and
—wnlfconsudem!l—poterﬁa%contammanfm:graﬂorrpathways—present at-this-site—However;

—— analytical-testing-of groundwater samplesfrom-MW-3-MW-5-and-MW-7-located-in-upland ——-——

areas near the Willamette River did not detect COPCs above Ecological Screening

Benchmark Values with the exception of total (unfiltered) lead in MW-3 and MW-7, and total

{unfiltered) copper in MW-3. However, the unfiltered concentrations of total lead and copper

were reduced to non-detect levels in filtered samples suggesting the cause of elevated metal

concentrations are from suspended particuiate, and accordingly, unfiltered lead and copper

samples are either not representative or are a conservative underestimate of true groundwater

quality at the site. The results suggest that there is not a complete pathway of Site COPCs to

surface-water-adjoining-the-Site:

A “modified Level 2 Screening ERA" is defined as follows:
Modified Ecological Risk Screening. If any exposure pathways of concern are identified for
ecological receptors at the T1 Site based on the results of the Level 1 — Scoping ERA, a
modified Level 2 — Screening ERA will be completed. Similar to the human health risk
screening, the maximum detected concentration of compounds of interest will be compared
against appropriate DEQ Ecological Screening Benchmarks Values. This screening will be
conducted to evaluate whether there are contaminants present at this site at levels of potential
———concern-for-ecological-receptors—This-sereening-will-also-be-completed-to-establish-a
preliminary-set-of-ecological- COPCs-for-this-site—f-all-of the-maximum-detected
concentrations of COls are below ecological screening values for any identified exposure
pathways of concern, it will be concluded that no further ecological risk assessment activities
are warranted at the site.

A full Level 2 Screening ER'ATvilI be conducted, if necesséry, at this site.

11) Table 1, Soil Ingestion. Based on EPA’s recommendations (EPA, 1998a), exposures | to
sidential-soils-should-be-evaluated-for chifdrenonty —This
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“

includes using a child's body welght and incidental ingestion rale in equation A 10, Page A-4
in-Guidanee-for-Conduct-of Deterministic-Human-Health-Risk-Assessments—See-also
Comment-#.9: '

Response: See Comment Response #9.

12) Figure 3, Conceptual Site Model. The conceptual site model should include ecological
pathways {e.g., groundwater to surface waler, storm water runoff) and receplors. -

Response: An Ecological Conceptual Site Model will be presented in the risk assessment
——%em%aﬂeﬂh%%eemnﬁ%&cmpteted—ﬁwbpc%eﬁtevﬁ%mﬁ%s——
i : ther-there-is-any-freason-to-believe
that ecological receptors and/or exposure pathways are present or potentially present at a
site. An ecological conceptual site model will be developed after it is determined what
exposure pathways and/or receptors may be present at a site.

Please contact me at (503) 944-7533 with any questions.

Sincerely,

. %o{ g/ /:4 é
Joe Mollusky

Environmental Project Manager
Properties and Development Services

Attachment

4ccr_BuLBach Port
Jeff Bachrach Ramis Crew Corrigan & Bachrach
Taku Fuji, Hart Crowser
Nancy Murray, Port
~ Tim Ralston, Raiston Investments
Guy Tanz, Hahn and Associates, Inc.
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bee:  David Ashton, Port

“:"‘Bbb:'r:ee'ter,—l'?"b'r't’-'
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